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Objections to the Drawings 

1. New corrected drawings in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in this 
application because figures 1, 5, and 11 require descriptive legends in the functional 
blocks. 37 CFR 1.84(o) states: Suitable descriptive legends may be used subject to 
approval by the Office, or may be required by the examiner where necessary for 
understanding of the drawing. They should contain as few words as possible. 
Applicant is advised to employ the services of a competent patent draftsperson 
outside the Office, as the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office no longer prepares new 
drawings. The corrected drawings are required in reply to the Office action to avoid 
abandonment of the application. The requirement for corrected drawings will not be 
held in abeyance. 

Objections to the Claims 

2. Claim 1 , 2, 8, 1 1 , 1 9, 20, 26, 27-29, 38, 34, 35, 37, 38, 39, 42, 44, and 45 are 
objected to because of the following informalities. Appropriate correction is required. 

I 

3. Re Claim 1 , Claim 1 is objected to because the Claim does not clearly point out 
what applicant intends as steps of the method. Furthermore Applicant does not state 
whether the methods is “comprising” or “consisting of said steps. For the purpose of 
examination examiner believes that the steps applicant intends to Claim as steps the 
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part of the Claim following “in which method.” Furthermore examiner believes 
applicant intends for his Claim to comprise of said steps. 

4. Re Claims 2,8,10,11,20,26,28,29, Claims 2,8,10,1 1,20,26,28,29,are objected to 
because the Claims do not clearly point out what applicant intends as steps of the 
method. Furthermore Applicant does not state whether the methods is “comprising” 
or “consisting of said steps. Examiner makes the interpretation that applicant 
intends for his Claim to comprise of steps the indented subject matter as steps and 
applicant intends for his Claim to comprise said steps. 

5. Re Claim 19, Claim 19 appears to intend dependency however fails to list the 
Claim from which it depends. For the purposes of examination examiner has made 
the interpretation that the Claim depends from Claim 1 . Also in Claim 1 9 “the color 
component” lacks antecedent basis. For the purpose of examination examiner has 
made the interpretation that applicant intends Claim to read “the color components 
belong” after “where in” 

6. Re Claims 34,37,39,42, Claim 34,37,39,42 are objected to for failing to clearly 
define his means for limitations. Examiner has made the interpretation that applicant 
intends for each “for” at the start of each indent is intended to associate with its own 
“means” making each indent a means plus function limitation. 
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7. Re Claim 34, Claim 34 is objected too because “the ratio” lacks antecedent 
basis. For the purposes of examination examiner makes the interpretation that “the 
ratio” was intended to read “a ratio.” 

8. Re Claim 35, Claim 35 is objected too because “the means for determining the 
ratio”, lacks antecedent basis. For the purposes of examination examiner makes th^ 
interpretation that Claim 35 was intended to depend from Claim 34 

9. Re Claims 27-29, Claims 27-29 are objected to because first color component 
lacks antecedent basis. 

1 0. Re Claim 44, is objected to because a computer storage means cannot comprise 
^ instructions. For the purposes of examination examiner has made the interpretation 

that applicant intended “A storage means for storing a computer software product, 
where in the computer software comprises.” 

11. Re Claim 45, Claim 45 takes dependency from Claim 27, however this does not 
make sense as Claim 27 is a method and Claim 44 is directed to a article. For the 
purposes of examination examiner has made the interpretation that Claim 45 was 
intended to depend from Claim 44. 
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Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 101 
35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 



12. Claim 45-46 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the Claimed invention is 
directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claims 45-46 are directed only to software, 
which is non-statutory. 



Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more Claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 

Claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 3. Claim 2-1 1 , 20-32, 33-45 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly Claim the subject 
matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

14. Re Claims 2, 20, 34, and 39 these are indefinite because applicant recites a 
maximum value and a minimum are selected to obtain at least two change values. It 
is unclear how one could have more then two change values if only a maximum and 
minimum are selected. 

1 5. Re Claims 3, 21 , 35, 40, these are indefinite because it is unclear what applicant 
intends when applicant recites “a first change value and another change value.” Are 
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these different from the “original change values” and “change values” and if not 
which are they selected from? For the purposes of examination examiner will 
assume that they refer to change values determined by the minimum and maximum 
of change values. 

16. Re Claim 33-45, Claims 33-45 recite means plus function Claims which invoke 
35 U.S.C. 112 6**’ paragraph, the disclosure lacks sufficient structure to define what 
applicant intends. 35 U.S.C. 112, sixth paragraph states that a Claim limitation 
expressed in means-plus-function language “shall be construed to cover the 
corresponding structure... described in the specification and equivalents thereof.” “If 
one employs means plus function language in a Claim, one must set forth in the 
specification an adequate disclosure showing what is meant by that language. If an 
applicant fails to set forth an adequate disclosure, the applicant has in effect failed to 
particularly point out and distinctly Claim the invention as required by the second 
paragraph of section 112.” In re Donaldson Co., 16 F.3d 1189, 1195, 29 USPQ2d 
1845, 1850 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (in banc). For the purpose of advancing prosecution, the 
Claims are treated below on the interpretation that applicant intends any reasonable 
means for accomplishing such function. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale In this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

17. Claims 1,12, 15-19, 33, 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Tsai et al US 5,712,227 hereinafter “Tsai”. 

18. Re Claim 1, Tsai discloses method for sharpening colours in an image 
comprising at least a first and a second colour component, the pixels comprising 
information of the first colour component being located at least partly in locations 
different from the pixels comprising information of the second colour component, 
(see figure 3) Note the pixels containing the green information are in different 
locations for the red and blue pixels. In which method said first colour component 
and said second colour component are interpolated. ( see column 10 lines 55-60) 
Note interpolation is completed prior to sharpening, and at least said first colour 
component is sharpened (See column 12 lines 7-13) Note all color components 
receive the sharpening effect. The sharpening of said second colour component is 
controlled on the basis of the sharpening of said first colour component, (see column 
1 1 lines 2-12 and column 12 lines 7-13) Note the high frequency components are 
extracted from the green pixels and added back in to increase sharpness. This high 
frequency component is also added to red and blue so the sharpening of these 
colors is based on the sharpening of the green. 
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19. Re Claim 12, Tsai further discloses, wherein the sharpening of said second 
colour component is based on the extent of the change caused by the sharpening of 
the first colour component on the first colour component. ( see column 12 lines 7-13) 
Note that the extent of the sharpening of the green blue and red is based on the high 
frequency of the green component. Therefore the extent of sharpening is based 
upon the extent of sharpening on the green component. 

20. Re Claim 15 Tsai further discloses, wherein the method is used for sharpening at 
least two other colour components, (see column 12 lines 7-13) 

21 . Re Claim 16 Tsai Further discloses wherein the first colour component is the one 
with the greatest number of pixels and/or the greatest effect on the luminance of the 
image. (See figure 3 and column 11 lines 1-5) Note that the green pixels occur much 
more frequently and contain the most luminance information. 

22. Re Claim 17 Tsai further discloses wherein the sharpening is amplified at the 
pixels representing an edge, (see column 11 lines 5-15) Note Tasi is performing 
edge enhancement, using a band pass filter and adds these high frequency 
components (edges) back in. This will inherently amplify the sharpening around the 
edges. 
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23. Re Claim 18 Tsai further discloses wherein the sharpening is limited, if the 
change caused by the sharpening is greater than that determined. ( see column 1 1 
lines 55-65) Note the sharpening is limited if the sharpening would be too great for a 
particular feature. 

24. Re Claim 19 Tsai further discloses wherein the colour component belongs to a 
colour system which has been selected from the group RGB, CMY, CMYK, HSI, or 
YUV. (See abstract) Note that RGB is used. 

25. Re Claim 33, Claim 33 recites only the means for the steps of Claim 1 however 
no specific means was recited in the specification except an allusion to the fact that 
the system could be implemented on a digital camera. Tsai discloses using his 
device on a digital Camera, (see column 1 lines 15-25 and rejection for Claim 1) 

26. Re Claim 38, Claim 38 recites the same features as Claim 33 the only difference 
being a sight difference of description in the preamble. A system and a device, and 
a method for sharpening colors in an image and a method for forming an image are 
not substantially different therefore the rejection for Claim 33 holds. 

27. Claims 20-23, 25-28,31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Roetling US 5,343,309 hereinafter “Roetling.” 
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28. Re Claim 20 Roetling discloses a method for processing digital signals in an 
image comprising at least one colour component (see column 8 lines 30-32) Note 
Roetling suggests his method could be adapted to color. Wherein for processing a 

colour component, the change of the colour component is computed in at least two 

1 

different directions to obtain at least two original change values, (see column 6 lines 
53-57) From the computed original change values, a maximum value and a 
minimum are selected to obtain at least two change values, (see column 6 lines 64- 
70) Note a maximum and minimum gradient magnitude are selected. Note A ratio is 
determined based on said change values, (see column 6 lines 64-70) 

29. Re Claim 21 Roetling further discloses wherein the ratio is determined to be 
computed between a first change value and another change value, (see column 6 
lines 64-70) Note there is a ratio between the maximum and minimum change 
values. 

30. Re Claim 22, Roetling further discloses wherein said first change value is the 
smaller of the absolute values of the selected minimum and maximum values, (see 
column 6 lines 64-70) Note the ratio uses the minimum of the magnitude (absolute 
value) of the gradient. 

31 . Re Claim 23, Roetling further discloses wherein said other change value is the 
larger of the absolute values of the selected minimum and maximum values, (see 
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column 6 lines 64-70) Note the ratio uses the maximum of the magnitude (absolute 
value) of the gradient. 

32. Re Claim 25, Roetling further discloses wherein the determined ratio is used to 
control the degree of processing of the colour component. ( See column 7 lines 1- 
1 5) Note the ratio is used to control the aspect ratio (ie degree of processing). 

33. Re Claim 26, Roetling further discloses wherein for the control: at least one limit 
value is selected, the determined ratio is compared with at least one limit value, 
wherein the result of the comparison is used to control the processing of the first 
colour component, (see figure 4) Note the aspect ratio of the filter changes if the 
ratio is determined “small" “medium" or “large.” (see column 7 lines 15-30) There 
must be some limit value to decide between small medium or large. 

34. Re Claim 27, Roetling further discloses wherein the first colour component is 
processed, if said ratio is smaller than said limit value, (see column 7 lines 15-30) 
Note that the image is still processed if the ratio is small. 

35. Re Claim 28, Roetling further discloses. The method according to Claim 25, 
wherein for the control: at least a first limit value and a second limit value are 
selected, the determined ratio is compared with said first and second limit values, 
wherein the result of the comparison is used to control the processing of the first 
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colour component, (see column 7 lines 15-30) There must be some limit value to 
decide between small medium or large. 

36. Re Claim 31 Roetling discloses wherein the processing is sharpening. Note the 
process is sharpening a low pass filtering such that sharpness is maintained. (See 
column 7 lines 10-15) 

37. Re Claim 32, Roetling further discloses A digital filter, for processing digital 
signals in an image comprising at least one colour component, wherein the digital 
filter is arranged to implement the method of Claims 20. (see column 6 lines 64-70 
and rejection for Claim 20) Note Roetling disclosure constitutes a filter for 
accomplishing his method. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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38. Claim 43 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsai in 
view of Slotznick US 2001/0055951 hereinafter “Slotznick.” 

39. Re Claim 43 Tsai discloses all the aspects of Claim 38 Tsai does not disclose 
where in the device comprises means for mobile communication. Slotznick integrate 
a camera into a cell phone, which is capable of mobile communication, (see 
paragraph 34) One would be motivated to use Slotznick do so to achieve all of 
function listed in paragraph 34 on one device. Therefore it would have been obvious 
to one skilled in the art at the time of invention to combine the aforementioned 
references to reach the aforementioned advantage. 

40. Claim 44, 46 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tsai 
in view of Glotzbach et al US 2002/0041761 hereinafter “Glotzbach.” 

41 . Re Claim 44 Tsai discloses a method for sharpening colours in an image with at 
least a first and a second colour component, and the pixels comprising information 
about the first colour component being placed at least partly in different locations 
than the pixels comprising information of the second colour component, which 
comprises interpolating said first colour component and said second colour 
component, and computer commands for performing sharpening, which also 
comprises controlling the sharpening of said second colour component on the basis 
of the sharpening of said first colour component, (see rejection for Claim 1) Tsai 
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further discloses his process done on a “data processor” (see figure 1). Tsai does 
not disclose a storage means for storing a computer software product, where in the 
computer software comprises said method. However, it would obvious to execute 
the method via software, which must be stored on some computer readable medium, 
in view paragraph 25 of Goltzbach, which implements a similar method in software. 
Note Goltzbach discloses a platform for which to program the camera functions as 
well as a method for interpolation (see paragraph 82). One of ordinary skill in the art 
would be motivated to implement executing said commands on a processor via 
software because the reference is silent on how to implement this aspect. Therefore 
one of ordinary skill in the art would have found it obvious to create the 
corresponding software to implement the invention. 

42. Re Claim 46 see rejection for Claim 44. Note that here it Claims just the software 
not the software on a medium therefore the rejection for Claim 44 covers all of Claim 
46. 



43. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Roetling 
in view of common knowledge in the art. 

44. Re Claim 30 Roetling discloses the method of Claim 1 , Roetling also says that 
the method can be used for color information as well (see rejection for Claim 1) . 
Roetling does not discloses the color system he would use. RGB, CMY, CMYK, HSI, 
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or YUV are notoriously well known color spaces of which one of ordinary skill in the 
art would be motivated to select from due to Roetlings silence on the issue. 
Therefore it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to select from 
these to adapt the system of Roetling for color 

Allowable Subject Matter 

45. Claims 2-1 1 , 13-14, 24, 29, 34-37, 39-42, and 45 are objected to as being 
dependent upon a rejected base Claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in 
independent form including all of the limitations of the base Claim and any 
intervening Claims and if issues described above under Claim objections rejections 
under 35 U.S.C. 101 and rejections under 35 U.S.C. 112 are resolved. The following 
is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: Claim 1 3 
contains allowable subject matter because Tsai does not include the further 
limitation where a reference value is compared to the extent of sharpening caused to 
the first image. Claims 2, 34, 39, and 45 contain allowable subject matter because 
while the elements of these Claims are found in Roetling (see rejection for Claim 20 
as the Claimed steps are the same). However it would not be obvious to combine 
Roetling with Tsai because there is no motivation to combine the two references. 
Claim 24 contains allowable subject matter because Roetling does not include the 
further limitation of selecting a change value for the ratio by selecting a value closer 
to the value having a larger absolute value then to the smaller absolute value of the 
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minimum and maximum. Claim 29 contains allowable subject matter because 
Roetling processes the component in some manner regardless of the size of the 
Ratio. All other Claims contain allowable subject matter due to the fact that the 
depend from a Claim which contains allowable subject matter 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Sean Motsinger whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1237. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s 
supervisor, Marvin Lateef can be reached on 571-270-1245. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 

Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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